myth. 3 The myth implies that all suburbs are middle-class, residential communities populated by harried commuters, their frustrated wives, and spoiled children.
This view contributes to the humor of Erma Bombeck's The Grass Is Always Greener Over the Septic Tank (1976) . It pervades such novels as Sloan Wilson's The Man in the Gray Flannel Suit (1955) and Marilyn French's The Women's Room (1977) .4 It serves as the basis for Malvina Reynolds's song, "Little Boxes" (1963) , And the people in the boxes All went to the university Where they were put in boxes And they came out all the same, And there's doctors and there's lawyers And there's business executives, And they're all made out of ticky tacky And they all look just the same.5
Finally it underlies a parody, "Chicago Suburb," that appeared in Mad magazine Perhaps, as Bennett M. Berger has argued, the suburban myth developed in the post-World War II era because it served the purposes both of the right which loved the suburbs and of the left which loathed them.7 It did not, however, reflect the complexity of suburban society either in the 1950s or in the decades before or since.
Far more common among serious observers, including myself, is the notion 3Scott Donaldson, The Suburban Myth (New York: Columbia Univ. Press, 1969) . Although its defensive tone now seems dated and although it would be possible to write a new book on the subject based on materials from the 1970s and 1980s, Donaldson's study provides the one outstanding analysis of both popular and scholarly images of suburbia.
4Erma Bombeck, The Grass Is Always Greener Over the Septic Tank (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1976) ; Sloan Wilson, The Man in the Gray Flannel Suit (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1955) ; Marilyn French, The Women's Room (New York: Summit Books, 1977) . See also Kathryn Louise Riley, "The Use of Suburbia as a Setting in the Fiction of John O'Hara, John Cheever, and John Updike," Diss. Univ. of Maryland 1981. 5As quoted in Donaldson, The Suburban Myth, 62. 6The entire text of Carl Sandbag's "Chicago Suburb," accompanied by an appropriately mawkish illustration, is reprinted in Peter 0. Muller, Contemporary Suburban America (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1981) (1925) , which distinguishes among "industrial," "residential," and "mixed" suburbs; "workers' suburbs and bosses' suburbs," and "strikingly American suburbs" and "foreign and Negro suburbs. " And it is a key organizing principle of George A. Lundberg, Mirra Komarovsky, and Mary Alice McInerny's Leisure: A Suburban Study (1934) , which divides the major communities of Westchester County, New York into three categories: "wealthy residential suburbs," "middle class and poor residential suburbs," and "satellite cities or mixed suburbs." Thus all of these early observers note the existence of relatively homogeneous local units within heterogeneous suburban regions.9
The pioneering research on how this sorting out occurred belongs to a later era of the scholarship on the suburbs, but examines an earlier phase of the migration to them. In Streetcar Suburbs: The Process of Growth in Boston, 1870 Boston, -1900 Boston, (1962 , Sam Bass Warner, Jr., looks at suburban development well before zoning laws and mass builders determined the character of whole communities. Nevertheless, he finds within each of the three suburbs he studies, a striking degree of uniformity of class structure and land-use patterns.10
Warner ascribes this cohesiveness to two major causes: the economic requirements of those moving to the suburbs and the economic imperatives of those who built them. He argues, for example, that the strict transportation needs of the lower-middle class restricted it to Boston's innermost suburbs. Because the work locations of many members of this group changed frequently and because a number of families depended upon multiple employment for their advancement, the lower-middle class required not only linear streetcar transportation but crosstown transportation as well. As a result, this class could move only to limited sites in the suburbs, later than wealthier groups, but in such large numbers that they had to pay a premium for their land. In order to offset the high cost of their land, they converted single-family houses into multiple dwellings, and, subdividing spare lots, erected three-decker tenements, two-family houses, and very small singles. Under these circumstances, Warner explains, the arrival of the lowermiddle class in a neighborhood drove out the central-and upper-middle classes who could afford less crowding. As for the builders, Warner shows how the financial pressure of meeting short-term mortgages combined with aspects of their personal backgrounds to produce conformity to popular styles and adherence to neighborhood class patterns. Even though more than 9,000 builders erected the 22,500 new dwellings of Roxbury, West Roxbury, and Dorchester, Warner says that "from the extreme individualization of agency . . . came great uniformity of behavior." He describes the impact of this admittedly paradoxical process as "a kind of regulation without laws.""II No synopsis of major themes can adequately convey the richness of Streetcar Suburbs. Based on extensive research in such sources as city directories, real estate deeds, building permits, and transit records, the book contains numerous charts, tables, and maps that support Warner's text without encumbering it. In addition, there are sixty-six photographs, many taken by the author himself, that portray shifts in architectural style and differences in the type and scale of houses for members of varying income groups. Yet while Warner is sensitive to the telling detail, he is alert to the broadest implications of his subject. Because suburbanization broke down patterns of ethnic discrimination and brought improved living conditions to half the population of the metropolis, Warner sees it as having benefited society at least in the short-run. Yet once most suburbsunlike Roxbury, West Roxbury, and Dorchester-began to resist annexation to the city proper, then the existence of politically independent units segregated by class undermined the sense of there being "one great city," created barriers of mutual fear, and prevented the people of the metropolis from uniting to solve their problems.'2 If some of Warner's conclusions sound commonplace today, it is because this book, written a generation ago, helped create the accepted wisdom. Yet while widely applauded, the book's theories were little tested. Only recently have a few historians begun to analyze whether Warner's arguments seem valid in other settings, and as is often the case, these scholars arrive at different conclusions.
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For example, Robert J. Jucha finds that the evidence for the Shadyside district of late-nineteenth-century Pittsburgh substantiates Warner's view that the multiplicity of participants in the building process helped produce neighborhoods segregated by class and uniform in architectural appearance. Timothy J. Sehr, however, looking at three suburbs of Indianapolis, takes issue with Warner's argument. Sehr credits the decisions of the founders of Irvington, Brightwood, and Woodruff Place-rather than economic forces and shared class values-with determining the distinctive layout and class appeal of each of these neighborhoods. Yet though Sehr's Gilded Age focus is chronologically similar to Warner's and Jucha's, it is technologically awry. Irvington, Brightwood, and Woodruff Place were founded before the advent of streetcar service in Indianapolis. As Sehr says, this fact helps correct the misimpression that suburbanization began with the invention of the streetcar. Yet it also throws off the comparability of his study, for he is focusing on a period when suburbanization was not as intense. Still, with its analysis of three suburbs-one upper-class, one middle-class, and one working-class, this is an exceptionally ambitious and interesting article. Sehr's discussion of articles of incorporation, plat maps, and real estate covenants goes far to explain how homogeneous neighborhoods developed in a varied suburban setting. 13 Another author who has built on the insights of Streetcar Suburbs is Ronald Dale Karr. Looking at the Boston suburb of Brookline, Karr explains why it evolved into a more elite community than the suburbs Warner studied, located just to the south. According to Karr the upper-middle-class background of most developers, their willingness to adopt restrictive covenants, and a local tradition of elite rule and activist government worked to modify the influence of market forces in Brookline. 14 With regard to the last point, Karr shows how, even before extensive regulation of building, a town exerted pressure on developers. If the town selectmen considered a subdivision to be below standard, they could create costly delays by withholding connection of the tract to the town's water, sewerage, street lighting, and gas systems. This occurred in the case of John J. McCormack's attempt to sell one hundred building lots of five thousand to seven thousand square feet, proportions deemed too small for their location next to the country club. A more modest subdivision, promoted by two other Irish Catholics but located near a streetcar barn, was accepted by the selectmen, however. Not even elite Brookline could insist on expensive development in substandard locations. As these comments suggest, Karr's article illumines the building patterns, political pressures, status differences, and ethnic antagonisms that prevailed in Brookline and, we surmise, similar communities.
In addition to the analyses of nineteenth-century suburbs, the historical literature includes two books and an article that examine communities that developed in the twentieth century. One of these is Zane L. Miller's study of Forest Park, a community whose history could not be further from that of Warner's streetcar suburbs. 15 Rather than thousands of participants in a building process that followed unconscious patterns, Forest Park had one developer, the Warner-Kantner Corporation, which proceeded according to a series of plans. Yet the growth of Forest Park was not the straightforward matter we might assume. Instead many participants influenced the shape of the corporation's plans, and many factors affected their income.
As befitted an area originally intended as part of the greenbelt program of the New Deal, the plans for Forest Park aimed for a balance in industrial, commercial, and residential development. Yet while all of the parties interested in Forest Park's future agreed on this premise, they disagreed on the amounts of land to be allotted for various uses and particularly on the provision for multifamily, as opposed to single-family housing construction. In other words, they differed regarding the mixture of income groups in Forest Park's population. Throughout the book Miller effectively describes the clash of interests among planners, developers, citizens, and municipal officials, but his analysis becomes especially absorbing in the chapters on the 1970s, when issues of class and race combined with the impact of inflation and a downturn in the housing market to aggravate the differences among groups in the community.
As these comments suggest, Miller's book emphasizes the role of urban planning in Forest Park. Nevertheless, it contains useful insights on other issues such as the developers' early interest in creating a sense of community and the significance of the later establishment of a tax on earnings. Moreover, the work is informed by Miller's sure sense of broader developments in the Cincinnati metropolitan region, of which Forest Park is a part. Thus the reader is always aware that Forest Park is only one of many new suburbs vying to attract a limited number of clean industries, handsome office complexes, prestigious stores, and middle-class homebuyers wanting to purchase sites on Cincinnati's circumferential interstate highway.
The intensive uses a community like Forest Park seeks to attract, an older group of more elite suburbs has been anxious to exclude. In "The Enduring Affluent I'5Zane L. Miller, Suburb: Neighborhood and Community in Forest Park, Ohio, 1935-1976 A closer look at the reasoning behind and functioning of these devices can be found in my study, A Sort of Utopia: Scarsdale, 1891 Scarsdale, -1981 Scarsdale, (1983 . 17 From early in its suburban history, Scarsdale's residents had a sense of its being "a high class residential [suburb],...an almost unique community. "18 To preserve this sense of community identity, they zoned out industry in the 1920s, restricted ninety-seven percent of the area of Scarsdale to the development of single-family houses, and regulated the quality-and indirectly-the cost of construction. 19 Later, when mass-production techniques threatened to open Scarsdale to a cheaper standard of construction, they added minimum acreage requirements and established an ordinance that prohibited excessive similarity of appearance in any neighborhood.20 Many of the community's other policies in areas as diverse as sanitation, education, and municipal finance reflected its domination by the uppermiddle class. Yet while my study uses local institutions, policies, and events to explicate the character of the community, it also pays attention to discordant elements: the pecking-order of Scarsdale's subdivisions; the tensions among Protestants, Catholics, and Jews; and the relationship of the servant population to the rest of the community. In addition, my book consistently sets local events in the context of national developments-from progressivism, which was viewed favorably in Scarsdale; to the New Deal, which was loathed; to McCarthyism, which pointed to the liberalism of the majority of Scarsdale's residents; to the fractures of the 1960s, which ultimately defined the limits of that liberalism. Often these discussions enlarge our understanding of the mood of the era.
Though the residents of Forest Park and Scarsdale differ markedly in their views of commercial and industrial development, they share an affection for the singlefamily detached house and an aversion to any type of residential development that deviates from it. In Everything in Its Place: Social Order and Land Use in America (1977) and enriched by broad reading in the economics, sociology, and law of American land use, her arguments are always interesting and often persuasive.
The major contribution of Perin's book lies in its analysis of the renter/owner dichotomy. Even though nearly all Americans are renters at some point in their lives, it is commonly thought that renters "live differently," "don't care about the community," "are socially undesirable," and are "just keeping afloat [financially] ." Homeowners, on the other hand, are seen as good citizens who "take better care of their property" and are "a step up the ladder of social as well as economic standing." In addition to calling attention to the fallacies behind some of these assumptions, Perin explains the reasons why people cling to them. In her view the very fluidity of American society hardens people who were once renters against the group they came from. Moreover, the very large investment most people have in their single-family houses causes them to oppose changes in the type of dwelling permitted in the community. Such opposition is not always maintained, however. Pointing out the discrepancy between the limited acreage some communities allot for apartments and the actual amount of lahd they devote to them, Perin suggests that developers often receive zoning variances, not because they bribe municipal officials, but because, given time and some concessions on the part of the developer, the already established residents adjust to the probable changes a new type of dwelling will make. Once allowed the role of "gatekeeper" through the ritual of a zoning appeal, the residents of a community, often as not, decide to "unlatch it. 22 Obviously Perin would like to see additional low and moderate-income housing in suburbia. Yet her book differs from most other studies of suburban land use and zoning written in the early to mid-1970s. While books like Anthony Downs's Opening Up the Suburbs (1973) and Michael Danielson's The Politics of Exclusion (1976) contains useful information, they excoriate current practices and present agendas for reform.23 Perin, on the other hand, has emphasized understanding rather than action. From her discussion of housing consumers as producers for the used-property market to her comparison of the landlord/tenant relationship to the banker/homeowner relationship, Perin provides ideas, images, and insights that students of suburbia will find fascinating.
Given the idealization of the single-family house in American society, it is hardly surprising that the United States government has attempted to spread the blessings of homeownership to a large percentage of its citizens. Although Perin refers to the impact of some of these policies,24 the articles of historian Kenneth T. Jackson discuss them more thoroughly. In "A Nation of Suburbs" (1984), the 22Ibid., 34-35, 40, 56, 129, 134-35, 149, 181, 183 (1980) , federal programs of long-term low-interest loans have also made it "cheaper to buy than to rent. "27 Yet these loans have not been equally available for all sites and all citizens. Rather, "FHA guidelines and actual FHA assistance," at least to the mid-1960s, "favored new construction over existing dwellings, open land over developed areas, businessmen over blue-collar workers, whites over blacks, and native-born Americans over immigrants. "28 The move to the suburbs of millions of Americans in the 1950s and 1960s, and the sociological literature it spawned, should be reconsidered in the light of these government policies. Especially interesting is the fact that writers who disagree on other matters find that their subjects moved where they did primarily for practical economic reasons. Even William H. Whyte, whose famous study of Park Forest, Illinois, helped create the suburban myth by presupposing a wide gulf between urban and suburban living, says, "The people who went to Park Forest went there because it was the best housing for the money." Still, Whyte dispenses with this "eminently sensible" concern in a paragraph, devoting the rest of his study to the "significant extra" -a sense of belonging-that Park Forest provided to the transient "organization man" and his family.29
Other sociologists often give extended coverage to the practical economic concerns Whyte passes over so quickly. For example, S. D. Clark, who devotes an entire chapter of The Suburban Society (1966) to "The Choice of a Suburban Home," finds that the people who moved to the suburbs in the postwar era came from "old established residential areas" in the city, but, he says, "they wanted a house, and the only place they could find a house was in the suburbs." In Class in Suburbia (1963) , William M. Dobriner puts the situation more bluntly. For the newly married veteran, he says, "suburbia.. .was simply survival and had very little to do with psychological selection or the pursuit of a conscious value. " And in his monumental study, Herbert J. Gans lists the "best house for the money" 25Kenneth T. Jackson, "A Nation of Suburbs," Chicago History, 13 (Summer 1984), 6-25. 26Ibid., 17. 27Kenneth T. Jackson, "Race, Ethnicity, and Real Estate Appraisal: The Home Owners Loan Corporation and the Federal Housing Administration,' Journal of Urban History, 6 (1980) , 419-52, quotation, 432. An expanded version of this essay appears as "The Spatial Dimensions of Social Control: Race, Ethnicity, and Government Housing Policy in the United States, 1918 -1968 " in Bruce M. Stave, ed., Modern Industrial Cities: History, Policy, and Survival (Beverly Hills: Sage, 1981 Suburbia (1963) require any change of title. The former, challenging Whyte's assertions about the impact of the suburban environment, shows how a group of auto workers, transferred from an urban to a suburban location, retained their political and religious identities and their working-class culture. The latter contrasts certain aspects of life in a recently built, increasingly working-class suburb-Levittown, New York-to an established community turned upper-middle-class suburb-"Old Harbor" (really Westport), Connecticut.32 Undoubtedly the most important work in this group is Herbert J. Gans's The Levittowners (1967) . Based largely on the author's experiences as a participantobserver in this New Jersey suburb, and supplemented by interviews, surveys, and broad reading, the book describes how Levittown evolved from the plans of its developers, through building and settlement, to the emergence of local institutions such as churches, schools, and political parties. As the subtitle suggests, this book analyzes "the ways of life and politics" in a single suburban community, not the way of life in all suburbs. Although, at the time of Gans's study, the predominant culture in Levittown was lower-middle class, some residents were working-class in occupation and lifestyle, and a few upper-middle class. Gans's shrewd observations allow him to compare the values and experiences of these three groups within a common community setting.33
Since the publication of The Levittowners, sociologists have turned away from suburban community studies and the subject of the quality of suburban life to examine the experiences of racial and ethnic minorities in the suburbs, the impact of suburban policies on the central city, and the question of change versus persistence in the status of suburban communities.34 Of these topics the position of blacks in suburbia has received the most attention from scholars. Indeed, Zikmund and Ellis have devoted two chapters of their 1979 bibliography and subsections of two additional chapters to this and other closely related topics.35 Moreover, scholarly interest in the role of blacks in the suburbs has continued in recent years. The volumes of America: History and Life from 1980 to 1983 list sixteen articles on the subject, and a major study by Purdue University's John Stahura of blacks in 825 suburbs over thirty years is due out in 1985.36 Most researchers have found that nearly all moves by blacks, including those of the middle class, have been to predominantly black areas. Despite the existence of laws barring discrimination in the sale of real estate, blacks, according to Stahura, number only two percent or less of the population in seventy percent of the nation's suburbs.
A book that draws on both the community studies of the postwar era and the more metropolitan scholarship of the 1970s is Contemporary Suburban America (1981) by geographer Peter 0. Muller. While Muller's primary interest lies in the process of counterurbanization discussed elsewhere in this issue, he has also addressed the human consequences of "this momentous transformation."37 Regarding this topic, Muller's views are mixed. On the one hand, he criticizes suburban zoning laws and discriminatory practices that limit the access of the poor and blacks to area housing and consequently to the growing proportion of the metropolis's jobs that are now located in suburbia. On the other hand, he applauds the suburbs for providing "the most comfortable mass-living conditions ever achieved" and doing so for an increasingly heterogeneous population.38
Muller's book is at its best in discussing the patterned diversity or mosaic culture of contemporary suburbia. Dividing suburban communities into eight categories ranging from exclusive upper-income districts to satellite cities and black spillover suburbs, he argues that these types of communities can be found in metropolitan regions throughout the United States, and he implies that a resident of a cosmopolitan suburb like Princeton, New Jersey, would be likely to choose a similar suburb-say, Evanston-in the event of a move to Chicago. In addition, Muller calls attention to the recent proliferation of specialized subdivisions such as retirement compounds and singles-oriented apartment complexes. These challenge the old myth of suburbia as a place strictly for families with children. 39 Yet in Muller's excitement over the dramatic urbanization of suburbia that has recently occurred and the intensifying heterogeneity this change has brought about, there is a danger that readers might overlook a fact that Muller acknowledges, but I would stress-namely, the differences that have always existed among suburbs. With the possible exception of black spillover suburbs, the community types Muller describes probably existed in the earliest days of suburbanization; and while retirement compounds and singles complexes might be new phenomena, "old people's suburbs and young people's suburbs" existed at least as far back as the 1920s.40 Not only has there always been considerable diversity among suburbs, but it is possible that individual suburbs, especially at the more elite end of the scale, used to be more heterogeneous than they are today. Certainly this was true of nineteenth-century Brookline, where the Irish half of the population worked as day laborers and domestic servants for the upper-middle-class Yankees and upper-class Brahmins. It was also true of Scarsdale in the days before World War II when live-in servants composed eighteen percent of the population and the cost of houses in some neighborhoods was within reach of members of the lower-middle class.41 As for the ethnic diversity of contemporary suburbia, it is likely that what we are witnessing now is merely the latest stir of Sam Bass Warner's "selective melting pot. "42 Just as second-and third-generation Irish 37Muller, Contemporary Suburban America, x. 38Ibid., [15] [16] [80] [81] ., 62-81. 40Douglass, The Suburban Trend, 99-101. 4'Karr, "Brookline and the Making of an Elite Suburb," 37-38; O'Connor, A Sort of Utopia, 100-09. 42Warner, Streetcar Suburbs, ch. 4.
